REMARKS 

Claims 1-69 are pending in the application. Claims 1-69 stand rejected. 

Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration in view of the foregoing 
amendments and the remarks hereinbelow. 
Rejection of Claims under 35 U.S.C. 112: 

Claims 29, 42, 43 and 45 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly 
claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 29 has been amended to overcome the objection of insufficient 
antecedent basis for the phrase "the scene." 

Claims 42 and 43 have been amended to use terms defined in the 
specification on page 15. 

Referring to Claim 45, the Examiner's position is that the specification 
does not enable one skilled in the art to reasonably establish what may be 
construed as being within the metes and bound of the limitation "transparent" as 
modified by the word of degree "generally." Claim 45 has been amended to 
change the word "generally" to "substantially." Although there appears to be 
little or no difference between the terms, "substantially" has been upheld by the 
courts as complying with the requirements of 35 U.S.C. 112. The issue is whether 
one of ordinary skill in the art understands what is claimed when the claims are 
read with the specification. 

Here, the term "substantially" is present in Claim 45. This claims calls for 
a fiber optic bundle of substantially transparent material. As is commonly known, 
manufacturing tolerances exist. Further, from an understanding of the invention, 
it is not crucial or even possible for the material to be completely transparent. 
The term "substantially" is used to reflect these situations. One skilled in the art 
could understand what is claimed from common knowledge or from an 
understanding of the apparatus. Accordingly, Applicant believes that one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have an understanding of what is claimed when the 
claims are read with the specification and using common knowledge. 

Rejection of Claims under 35 U.S.C. 103: 

Claims 1-69 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Needham et al. (US 5,963,371) in view of Atick et al. (US 6,1 1 1,517). 
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The present invention relates to displays that are otherwise capable of 
presenting content within a presentation space are provided with the ability to 
adaptively inhibit unintended persons, who are in the presentation space, from 
observing the presented content. In accordance with a feature of the invention as 
defined by Claim 1, a reduced viewing space which is less than all of the 
presentation space and yet which includes the location of the intended person is 
defined. To do this, the method locates the intended person within the presentation 
space, and presents the content so that the content is discernable only within the 
reduced viewing space; and not to unintended persons outside of the viewing space 
but still within the presentation space. 

Needham et al. is in a related field, in that the disclosed apparatus restricts 
certain content of a displayed image to a particular user. In Needham et al. the 
restriction is not carried out by limiting the viewing space to a portion of the entire 
presentation space (as in the present invention), but rather by coordinating the 
image with a special set of glasses worn by the intended viewer. In effect, the 
image is coded, and the glasses decode the image for the wearer. The image is 
presented to the entire presentation space of the monitor, and is not restricted to a 
particular portion thereof (i.e., to a viewing space within the presentation space). 
Thus, Needham et al. disclosed neither the ability to detect the location of the 
intended person nor the ability to reduce the viewing space to the detected 
location. 

The Examiner refers to Needham et al.'s FIG. 5A as teaching "defining a 
viewing space. . .comprising less than all of the presentation space," but 
Applicant's attorney fails to find such a teaching in that figure or elsewhere in the 
Needham et al. disclosure. FIG. 5A merely shows that the special glasses are 
polarized so as to pass only cooperatively-polarized image content. There is no 
disclosure of differently sized presentation and viewing spaces. Should the 
Examiner persist in this rejection, further explanation of how the reference is being 
interpreted is respectfully solicited. 

Atick et al. is cited by the Examiner for its teaching of locating a person 
within a display's presentation space. The Examiner suggests that it would have 
been obvious from Atick et al. to provide Needham et al. with that capability. 
Assuming arguendo that the references might be capable of combination, there is 
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at least one limitation in the claimed invention that is not disclosed by the 
references individually or in combination. The primary reference fails to disclose 
defining a viewing space comprising less than all of the presentation space. The 
secondary reference fails to disclose, in conceptual terms, the information 
undisclosed by the primary reference. "Each element of a claim is material/' 
Ashland Oil Inc. v. Delta Resins & Refractories, Inc., 227 USPQ 657,666 (Fed. 
Cir., 1985). 

Claims 2-13 depend from Claim 1 and are allowable for at least the 
reasons set forth above. 

As to Claim 2, Needham et al. do not disclose changing the viewing space 
to follow the location of the viewer, as proposed by the Examiner. 

As to Claim 4, Atick et al. do not disclose defining the viewing space 
based on the width of a person's shoulders. Rather, the reference detects a second 
person that might be unauthorized, and warns the viewer of that person's presence. 

As to Claim 5, applicant's attorney finds no disclosure in FIG. 5 or the 
cited passage of Needham et al. relating to defining a viewing by the distance form 
the display. Further explanation is requested. 

As to Claim 6, Needham et al. does not disclose the ability to filter light so 
that the content can be discerned only in the viewing space. Although the light 
emitted form the Needham et al. display may be filtered, it is available for viewing 
throughout the presentation space. 

As to Claim 7, Needham et al. does not disclose the ability to focus light 
patterns so that the content can be discerned only in the viewing space. Although 
the light emitted form the Needham et al. display may be patterned, it is available 
for viewing throughout the presentation space. 

As to Claim 8, Needham et al. does not disclose the ability to form light 
patterns so that the content can be discerned only in the viewing space. Although 
the light emitted form the Needham et al. display may be patterned, it is available 
for viewing throughout the presentation space. 

Neither reference discloses defining more that one viewing space as set 
forth in Claim 9. Each reference provides only a single viewing space, which 
covers the entire presentation space. 
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Needham et al. does not disclose restricting the viewing space to less than 
the presentation space; either vertically as set forth in Claim 12 or horizontally as 
set forth in Claim 13. 

Claim 14 stands rejected on the basis of the reasoning applied in rejecting 
Claims 1 and 9. The Applicants' arguments for allowability of those claims apply 
also to Claim 14. 

Claims 15-25 depend directly or indirectly from Claim 14, and are 
allowable therewith. However, some of the Examiner's comments warrant special 
note. For example, inrejecting Claim 19, the Examiner states that Atick et al. 
teaches combining profiles of persons in a common viewing space. Col. 8, lines 8- 
23 are referenced. Applicants' attorney is unable to find this technology in the 
referenced passage. The rejection of Claim 20 states that Atick et al. discloses 
combining viewer profiles in an additive manner, but the patent does not teach that 
technique. Similarly, the Examiner states that Atick et al. discloses combining 
viewer profiles in a subtractive manner as set forth in Claim 21, but the reference 
does not teach that either. 

Claim 26 stands rejected on the basis of the reasoning applied in rejecting 
Claim 1. The Applicants' arguments for allowability of those claims apply also to 
Claim 26. 

Claims 27-29 depend directly or indirectly from Claim 26, and are 
allowable therewith. However, some of the Examiner's comments warrant special 
note. For example, in rejecting Claim 27, the Examiner states that Needham et al. 
selects a mode based on an analysis of the content; but Needham et al. contains 
nothing about analyzing image content. Nor does Needham et al. disclose 
selecting a mode based on a personal profile as set forth in Claim 28. 

Claim 30 stands rejected on the basis of the reasoning applied in rejecting 
Claims 1, 9, 14 and 20. The Applicants' arguments for allowability of those 
claims apply also to Claim 30. 

Claim 3 1 stands rejected on the basis of the reasoning applied in rejecting 
Claims 1 and 6-9. The Applicants' arguments for allowability of those claims 
apply also to Claim 3 1 . Further, neither Needham et al. nor Atick et al. provides a 
system for determining the location of persons in the presentation space and to 
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determine a viewing space for each such person monitoring a signal representative 
of conditions within a presentation space. 

Claims 32-49 depend directly from Claim 31, and are allowable therewith. 
Further, Applicants' arguments for allowability of Claim 23 apply to Claim 32; 
Applicants' arguments for allowability of Claim 24 apply to Claim 33; Applicants' 
arguments for allowability of Claim 25 apply to Claim 34; Applicants' arguments 
for allowability of Claim 2 apply to Claim 3 Applicants' arguments for 
allowability of Claim 3 apply to Claim 36; Applicants' arguments for allowability 
of Claim 4 apply to Claim 37; Applicants' arguments for allowability of Claim 5 
apply to Claim 38; Applicants' arguments for allowability of Claim 6 apply to 
Claim 39; and Applicants' arguments for allowability of Claim 7 apply to Claim 
40. 

Applicants' arguments for allowability of Claim 8 apply to Claim 41. 
Further, Figure 5 of Needham et al. does not disclose an array of lenslets as 
suggested by the Examiner, but rather Needham et al. shows a single polarizing 
lens. Also, the polarizing lens of Needham et al. does not direct light in a plurality 
of direction 

Regarding Claim 42, Applicants' arguments for allowability of Claim 7 
apply to Claim 42. Furthermore, the passage of Needham et al. cited for showing 
that "light forms an image only after a near depth of field" does not mention 
anything about this technology. 

Regarding Claim 43, Applicants' arguments for allowability of Claim 7 
apply to Claim 43. Furthermore, the passage of Needham et al. cited for showing 
that "light forms an image only after a far depth of field" does not mention 
anything about this technology. 

Regarding Claim 44, Applicants' arguments for allowability of Claim 8 
apply to Claim 44. Furthermore, the passage of Needham et al. cited for showing 
"baffles. . .that direct light to the viewing space" does not disclose baffles. The 
Examiner seems to be confusing polarized lenses technology with baffles. 

Regarding Claim 45, Needham et al. does not disclose coherent fiber opti 

bundles. 

Regarding Claim 46, Needham et al. does not disclose light absorbing 
barriers between micro-lenses. . 
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Applicants' arguments for allowability of Claim 9 apply to Claim 47. 
Applicants' arguments for allowability of Claim 10 apply to Claim 48. 
Applicants' arguments for allowability of Claim 1 1 apply to Claim 49. 
Applicants' arguments for allowability of Claims 1, 6-9, 14 and 31 apply 
to Claim 50. 

Claim 51-59 depend directly or indirectly from Claim 50 and are 
allowable therewith. The following comments are further directed to specific ones 
of Claims 51-59. 

Applicants' arguments for allowability of Claim 1 5 apply to Claim 5 1 . 
Applicants' arguments for allowability of Claim 16 apply to Claim 52. 
Applicants' arguments for allowability of Claim 1 7 apply to Claim 53. 
Applicants' arguments for allowability of Claim 18 apply to Claim 54. 
Applicants' arguments for allowability of Claim 19 apply to Claim 55. 
Applicants' arguments for allowability of Claim 20 apply to Claim 56. 
Applicants' arguments for allowability of Claim 21 apply to Claim 57. 
Applicants' arguments for allowability of Claim 22 apply to Claim 58. 
Applicants' arguments for allowability of Claim 15 apply to Claim 59. 
Applicants' arguments for allowability of Claims 1, 6-9, 2 and 31 apply to 
Claim 60. 

Claim 61-63 depend directly or indirectly from Claim 60 and are 
allowable therewith. The following comments are further directed to specific ones 
of Claims 61-63. 

Applicants' arguments for allowability of Claim 1 8 apply to Claim 61 . 
Applicants' arguments for allowability of Claim 17 apply to Claim 62. 

Regarding Claim 63, Needham does not disclose selection of different 
display modes based upon a signal from a user controller. 

Applicants' arguments for allowability of Claims 1, 9 and 31 apply to 
Claim 64. 

Claims 65-67 depend directly from Claim 64 and are allowable therewith. 
The following comments are further directed to specific ones of Claims 65-67. 

Applicants' arguments for allowability of Claim 46 apply to Claim 65. 
Applicants' arguments for allowability of Claim 41 apply to Claim 66. 
Applicants' arguments for allowability of Claim 46 apply to Claim 67. 
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Applicants' arguments for allowability of Claims 1, 1 8, 30 and 3 1 apply to 
Claim 68. 

Claim 69 depends directly from Claim 68 and is allowable therewith. 
Further, Applicants' arguments for allowability of Claim 1 1 apply to Claim 69. 

It is respectfully submitted, therefore, that in view of the above 
amendments and remarks, that this application is now in condition for allowance, 
prompt notice of which is earnestly solicited. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Attorney for Applicant(s) 
Registration No. 40,802 



Roland R. Schindler II/jrk 
Rochester, NY 14650 



Telephone: 585-588-2736 
Facsimile: 585-477-1148 
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